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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 

- 


A Critical Guide to the Second 
Amendment, Part IX 
Some Tennessee Observations 

By Glenn Harlan Reynolds 

While U.S. v. Miller (307 U.S. 
174, (1939)) is not very clear, the 
opinion does draw its language from 
the important Tennessee case of 
Aymette v. State (2 Hum. 158, (1840)) 
which held that the kinds of weapons 
protected are those that are "part of the 
ordinary military equipment." Thus, at 
the risk of seeming provincial, I wish to 
explore some of the Tennessee case 
law on the subject. I claim two grounds 
beyond geography for doing so. First, 
the Supreme Court's citation of 
Aymette (Miller , 307 U.S. 174, 178) and 
its use of the same language, suggests 
that the Court felt that the rights 
protected by the Second Amendment 
were coterminous with those protected 
under the similar provision in the 
Tennessee Constitution. This must be 
true, since Aymette quite clearly 
concerns only the right to keep and 
bear arms under the Tennessee 
Constitution. Second, the Tennessee 
cases are generally regarded as 
among the most important state cases 
on the right to bear arms: Aymette and 
its successor Andrews v. State (3 
Heisk. 165 (1871)) are, for example, 
among the very few state cases 
included in Robert Cottrol's very helpful 
three volume collection Gun Control 
and the Constitution (1993). 

Article I, Section 26 of the 
Tennessee Constitution provides: "That 
the citizens of this State have a right to 
keep and bear arms for their common 
defense; but the legislature shall have 
power, by law, to regulate the wearing 
of arms with a view to prevent crime." 
In commonsensical fashion, the courts 
of Tennessee have interpreted this to 
mean pretty much exactly what it says. 


In so doing, they have addressed some 
issues that remain mostly theoretical in 
the context of the Second Amendment 
to the federal Constitution. 

In Aymette, the defendant- 
like those Rambo wannabes who are 
responsible for the term "gun nut" 
today-claimed that the Tennessee 
provision "gives to every man the right 
to arm himself in any manner he may 
choose, however unusual or dangerous 
the weapons he may employ, and, thus 
armed, to appear wherever he may 
think proper, without molestation or 
hindrance, and that any law regulating 
his social conduct, by restraining the 
use of any weapon or regulating the 
manner in which it shall be carried, is 
beyond the legislative competency to 
enact, and is void" (2 Hum. at 156). 

In answering the question of 
whether this was what the right to keep 
and bear arms protected, the Court 
said: “[Ejvery free white man may keep 
and bear arms. But to keep and bear 
arms for what? ... The object, then, for 
which the right of keeping and bearing 
arms is secured is the defence of the 
public. The free white men may keep 
arms to protect the public liberty, to 
keep in awe those who are in power, 
and to maintain the supremacy of the 
laws and the constitution.... As the 
object for which the right to keep and 
bear arms is secured is of a general 
and public nature, to be exercised by 
the people in a body, for their common 
defence, so the arms the right to keep 
which is secured are such as are 
usually employed in civilized warfare, 
and that constitute the ordinary military 
equipment. If the citizens have these 
arms in their hands, they are prepared 
in the best possible manner to repel 
any encroachments upon their rights by 
those in authority. They need not, for 
such a purpose, the use of those 


weapons which are usually employed 
in private broils, and which are efficient 
only in the hands of the robber and the 
assassin.... The right to keep and bear 
them is not, therefore, secured by the 
constitution.” 

From this language, it is easy 
to see why the Miller Court quoted 
Aymette on the question of how a 
sawed-off shotgun should be treated. It 
is also important to note that the very 
same passage supports an individual, 
rather than a state, right: "every free 
white man may keep and bear arms." 
Furthermore, the same passage also 
provides a stated purpose-"to keep in 
awe those who are in power"-that 
sounds an awful lot like the Standard 
Model that [gun controller] Dennis 
Henigan derides as a mere 
"insurrectionist theory." 

The other major Tennessee 
case, Andrews v. State addresses 
some other questions of current 
interest. Andrews involved defendants 
who were charged with violation of a 
statute forbidding "any person to 
publicly or privately carry a dirk, sword- 
cane, Spanish stiletto, belt or pocket 
pistol or revolver" (3 Heisk. at 171). 
They argued that the prosecution 
violated their rights under both the 
Second Amendment to the United 
States Constitution and under the right 
to keep and bear arms clause of the 
Tennessee Constitution. The Court, in 
those pre-incorporation days, 
dismissed the Second Amendment 
claim with a reference to Barron v. 
Baltimore (32 U.S. 180 (1833)). 

It was the second question that raised 
real issues. The Attorney General of 
Tennessee argued that the right to 
keep and bear arms was a mere 
"political right" that existed for the 
benefit of the state and, hence, could 







be regulated at pleasure by the state. 
The Court, however, did not agree. 

In short, the Tennessee 
Supreme Court examined many of the 
same historical sources relied upon by 
Standard Model scholars, and arrived 
at the same conclusions. It 
distinguished between the "keeping" of 
arms, which involved private 
possession, and the "bearing" of arms, 
which had to do with militia service. 
The Court observed: "Bearing arms for 
the common defense may well be held 
to be a political right, or for the 
protection and maintenance of such 
rights, intended to be guaranteed; but 
the right to keep them, with all that is 
implied fairly as an incident to this right, 
is a private individual right, guaranteed 
to the citizen, not the soldier" (Heisk. at 
182). 

The court concluded that 
citizens have the right to keep military- 
type weapons, and to engage in the 
necessary practice, repair, and 
transportation of such weapons, even 
in the absence of any specific militia 
connection (3 Heisk. at 178-189). The 
Court specifically noted that the militia 
was by then already a nearly defunct 
organization, preserved in the state and 
federal constitutions and in the statute 
books but otherwise of no practical 
consequence. The Court held, 
however, that this did not affect the 
substance of the constitutional rights. It 
upheld the statute as it applied to non¬ 
military weapons, but held that as 
applied to repeating pistols, which the 
Court said were military weapons, the 
statute was unconstitutional. This case 
remains the leading case in Tennessee 
today, and its principles continue to 
control. 

From these cases, then, we 
can learn the following: that the right 
to keep and bear arms is an 
individual right, not a states' right; 
that it consists of the right of law- 
abiding adult citizens to keep 
weapons that are of the "ordinary 
military equipment," or similar 
civilian arms, and to engage in the 
associated practice, maintenance, 
transport, etc.; that this does not 
create an unlimited right to wear 
such weapons; and that the 
desuetude of the militia as an 
organized social institution does not 
affect the right. These are precisely 
the conclusions of the Standard 
Model scholars [whose views are 
those of the founders]. 

In light of both the Federal and 
the Tennessee cases, then, it seems 
f t 


clear that the Standard Model enjoys 
substantial support. This should come 
as no great surprise, given that the 
Standard Model represents an effort to 
deal faithfully with a rather large body 
of generally consistent historical and 
textual material. There may still be 
uncertainties in terms of translating the 
Standard Model's conclusions into 
answers to concrete legal questions 
(for example, does the Standard Model 
mean that hunting rifles receive less 
protection than "assault weapons" 
because the latter are better suited to 
militia service?) but the basic 
framework is there. 

There is, however, one major 
ground for criticism left. That criticism is 
my own, and has to do with the ultimate 
purpose behind the right to keep and 
bear arms: protection against a 
tyrannical government. 

Next month: "You say you 
want a revolution?" 

-62 Tenn. L.Rev. 461-511 (1995) 

Allah "blesses" killer 

The self-confessed killer of a 
British tourist claimed that, "Allah gave 
me the strength to kill the Briton". 

Nabil Ahmad Issa al-Jaaoura, 
38, is on trial for the murder of 
Christopher Stokes, 30, who was shot 
dead during a visit to Amman, Jordan. 

Witnesses said the gunman 
shouted, "God is great" before being 
overpowered. 

The defendant said he was "a 
soldier of Allah" and that killing a 
"despicable crusader" was "the closest 
to winning Allah's acceptance". 

"Allah blessed me when I 
killed a British man, because they are 
fighting the Prophet and his soldiers 
since the Balfour Declaration," he said, 
referring to the 1917 document in which 
Britain promised support for the 
creation of Israel. 

-- London Telegraph Nov. 23 

Forewarned is Forearmed? 

Earlier this year Muslims 
in Britain protested a police raid in 
London with posters that read "Europe 
take some lessons from 9/11", “Freedom 
go to hell”, “Islam will dominate the 
world”, “Slay those who insult Islam”, 
“Europe you will pay, demolition’s on 
the way”, “Butcher those who mock 
Islam”, “Behead those who insult 
Islam”, “Europe is the cancer, Islam is 
the answer”, “Exterminate those who 
slander Islam”, “Be prepared for the 
REAL holocaust”, “Massacre those who 


insult Islam”, “Europe you will pay, your 
extermination is on its way”, “Europe 
you will pay, your 9/11 is on its way.” 

Military Commission Act 
Weakens America 

By Stephen Rohde 

In 1798, Thomas Jefferson 
wrote that "Habeas Corpus secures 
every man here, alien or citizen, 
against everything which is not law, 
whatever shape it may assume." For 
200 years, with rare and shameful 
exceptions, the writ of habeas corpus, 
written into the U.S. Constitution even 
before the Bill of Rights was added, 
has protected the fundamental right of 
any person held in custody by the U.S. 
government to challenge the 
unlawfulness of their incarceration. 

But the Military Commissions 
Act of 2006 put an end to habeas 
corpus. 

According to Bruce Ackerman, 
a law professor at Yale University, the 
law allows the administration to declare 
an American citizen an "unlawful 
combatant" subject to indefinite 
detention. 

The Military Commission Act - 
breathtaking in its denial of 
fundamental rights under the 
Constitution and international law - re¬ 
establishes virtually intact President 
Bush's military tribunals, which were 
rejected by the Supreme Court as 
unconstitutional in Hamdam v 
Rumsfeld only three months ago. 

The MCA legalizes U.S. war 
crimes committed before Dec. 30, 
2005; prevents people harmed in 
violation of the Geneva Conventions 
from filing a claim in a U.S. court; and 
strips legal residents of their right to 
challenge their detention in court if they 
are accused of being enemy 
combatants. It retroactively abolishes 
the right of Guantanamo detainees to 
challenge their detention, approves the 
CIA program that in the past allowed 
waterboarding and other forms of 
torture, and designates any individuals 
as unlawful enemy combatants if they 
provide material support to those 
engaged in hostilities against the U.S., 
a concept previously found 
unconstitutionally vague by the U.S. 
District Court in Los Angeles. Even 
worse, the law expands the definition 
"unlawful enemy combatant" to include 
anyone determined as such by a 
tribunal under the authority of the 
president or the defense secretary. The 
law denies anyone determined to be an 
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In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, however, the 
timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 





enemy combatant - or anyone "awaiting 
such determination" - the right to 
challenge his or her detention, 
treatment or conditions of confinement 
in court. 

The law also authorizes the 
president to define Geneva 
Conventions violations as he sees fit. 
There is no clear bar to the 
administration once again authorizing 
illegal acts such as waterboarding, 
death threats, induced hypothermia, 
use of dogs and stress positions. 

Moreover, by revamping the 
War Crimes Act the new law replaces a 
provision criminalizing "grave 
breaches" of Common Article 3 of the 
Geneva Conventions with a list of 
violations that is less inclusive and less 
certain than current law. The White 
House refuses to explain which 
practices are barred. In fact, National 
Security Adviser Steven Hadley refuses 
to state whether even waterboarding 
would be prohibited. 

Over the past several years, 
documents obtained by the American 
Civil Liberties Union and information 
disclosed by the International 
Committee of the Red Cross show that 
federal employees have engaged in 
appalling acts such as soaking a 
prisoner's hand in alcohol and setting it 
on fire, administering electric shocks, 
subjecting prisoners to repeated sexual 
abuse and assault, kicking and beating 
prisoners in the head and groin, putting 
lit cigarettes inside a prisoner's ear, 
force-feeding a baseball to a prisoner, 
chaining a prisoner hands-to-feet in a 
fetal position for 24 hours without food 
or water or access to a toilet, breaking 
a prisoner's shoulders and using 
abusive methods that contributed to 
several deaths. 

Last year, as part of the 
McCain anti-torture amendment to the 
Defense Department authorization bill, 
Congress required the Defense 
Department to comply with the Army 
Field Manual on Interrogations. As a 
result the Defense Department brought 
itself into compliance with Common 
Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions. 
But Congress has now created one set 
of rules for people in uniform and a 
lower set of rules for civilian contractors 
and CIA agents. 

The new law strips the courts 
of their constitutional role as a check on 
the executive branch, including their 
authority to ensure that the protections 
of the Constitution and the Geneva 
Conventions are enforced. Even a 
detainee who is tortured will not be 
allowed to seek relief from any U.S. 
court. 


Although the law does allow 
limited appeals for those who go before 
a military commission or a Combatant 
Status Review Tribunal, there is no 
guarantee that any person detained by 
our government will be provided either 
a trial or a tribunal. Even when the 
government holds a tribunal 
proceeding, the decision can be based 
on coerced and hearsay evidence. 

The new law grants immunity 
to government officials who authorized 
or ordered illegal acts of torture and 
abuse by replacing the prohibition on 
all breaches of Common Article 3 of the 
Geneva Conventions with a narrower 
list of prohibited acts. 

The new law also explicitly 
authorizes the use of evidence 
obtained in violation of the provisions of 
the McCain anti-torture amendment, so 
long as it was obtained before its 
enactment nine months ago. As a 
result, evidence that was beaten out of 
a witness could be the basis for a 
conviction of a detainee in an American 
proceeding. 

The new law allows 
convictions based on statements made 
by people who may have been willing 
to invent anything to stop the pain. 

The judge advocates general 
for the four uniformed services, deeply 
concerned that what the U.S. does to 
its detainees other countries may do to 
our soldiers, all agreed that coerced 
evidence has no place in any American 
courtroom and no place in any 
American military commission. 
Congress ignored them. 

Supreme Court Justice Robert 
Jackson, chief prosecutor at the 
Nuremberg war crimes trials, wrote, "Of 
one thing we may be sure. The future 
will never have to ask, with misgiving, 
what could the Nazis have said in their 
favor. History will know that whatever 
could be said, they were allowed to 
say. They have been given the kind of 
a trial, which they, in the days of their 
pomp and power, never gave to any 
man. But fairness is not weakness. The 
extraordinary fairness of these hearings 
is an attribute of our strength." If the 
Military Commissions Act is not 
overturned the world will compare what 
this government has done to the 
infamous Star Chamber and the show 
trials of totalitarian regimes. 

By sacrificing fundamental 
fairness for an illusion of strength, our 
government has seriously weakened 
America, put our own soldiers at 
greater risk, enhanced the image of the 
U.S. around the world as a tyrannical 
evildoer and cast lasting shame on the 
promise of our Constitution. 

- LA Daily Journal, October 6 


— Stephen Rohde is a 
constitutional attorney. 

Commentary: Justice Scalia 
wrote in the Hamdan case that "the 
very core of liberty secured by our 
Anglo-Saxon system of separated 
powers has been freedom from 
indefinite imprisonment at the will of the 
Executive." That very core of liberty 
died on October 17, 2006 with the 
signing of the Military Commissions Act 
of 2006 and its elimination of habeas 
corpus. We now live in a dictatorship. 
We live in a dictatorship even if you 
think George W. Bush will be a wise 
and beneficient dictator. Dictatorship is 
defined as the possession of absolute 
power as opposed to checks and 
balances. 

The hopeful note is this: We 
can recognize how incredibly isolated 
both in the world and in our own 
country this Administration is, and we 
can turn away, and withdraw any 
remaining support and respect. But, if 
we react in fear, whether fear of Gitmo 
or fear of torture or fear of terrorists, the 
dark curtain of dictatorship will descend 
further and their power will consolidate. 

-- Paul Lehto Attorney at Law 
lehtolawver@qmail.com 

The MCA specifically limits the 
bill's application to "aliens," defined as 
non-citizens. However I must warn you 
that the government is still treating 
some citizens as if they have no 
habeas corpus rights. We need look 
only into the case of Jose Padilla, the 
presumed planner of a dirty bomb 
attack. So, while the specific language 
of the MCA does not authorize the 
denial of habeas corpus for citizens, it 
is happening anyway and will happen 
again. We simply cannot trust the 
president or the courts to follow the 
Constitution. 

Jonathan Turley, 
constitutional law professor at George 
Washington University. Quoted in 
World Affairs Brief October 20. 

Ed.: just as the RICO Act was 
intended to fight organized crime but is 
in fact used against abortion protestors 
what do you bet that militiamen will 
among the first to be declared “enemy 

combatants”: 

* * * 

Disobedience is the true 
foundation of liberty. The obedient must 
be slaves. — Henry David Thoreau 


Police Courtroom Testimony 
Banned 

Baltimore prosecutors are 
investigating police from the discredited 




“Special Enforcement Team” for 
allegations of misconduct and a pattern 
of apparent civil rights violations. 
Because of the expectation that they 
would perjure themselves, many 
officers are no longer allowed to testify 
in court. 

More fine examples of the 
only people some officials think should 
be allowed to own a gun. 

--Tripwire, October 2006 

Sheriff Calls Out Posse 

Ordinary citizens, and 
especially gun owners, are an essential 
element to maintaining law and order in 
America, where armed citizens stop 
hundreds of thousands of crimes each 
year. 

However, local law 
enforcement agencies - under 
pressure from the anti-gun lobby, the 
media and politically correct 
bureaucrats - have downplayed the 
importance of the armed citizen in 
thwarting crime. Some police chiefs 
have even joined forces with the anti¬ 
gun lobby. 

One lawman who understands 
the importance of America’s gun 
owners in fighting crime is Sheriff Joe 
Arpaio of Maricopa County (Phoenix), 
Arizona. 

Arizona, like many states, is 
facing a growing crisis with illegal 
immigrants. Illegals account for 
roughly 25% of our murder rate, 
according to one Congressman who 
tracks this issue. And like many states, 
Arizona has waited and waited for the 
federal government to do 
something...but nothing happens and 
every year the problem grows worse. 

Responding to a state law that 
makes it a crime to be an illegal alien in 
Arizona Sheriff Arpaio has created a 
posse of some 3000 volunteers who 
provide valuable support to the Sheriff’s 
Office and have become an integral 
part of the day-to-day operations. 
Under his command they represent the 
real Second Amendment militia. 

Applicants undergo a 
background check and receive training 
in law enforcement and first aid. 
Citizens who wish to carry a firearm 
must undergo 73 hours of firearms 
training in order to become a Qualified 
Armed Posseman (QAP). 

The Sheriff’s posse has taken 
so many prisoners that Arpaio is now 
housing them in tents. And while the 
prisoners and ACLU are whining about 
the lack of air conditioning most 
Americans are thrilled that somebody 
has stopped treating criminals like 
royalty. 


Imagine if citizen militias all 
across the country - acting under the 
authority of a sheriff - started cracking 
down on criminals, smugglers and 
illegal aliens with the same zeal as 
Sheriff Arpaio. Crime rates in America 
would fall dramatically and illegal aliens 
would be running for the border instead 
of picketing for more benefits. 

With this letter we are 
launching a national campaign to get 
legislatures throughout the country to 
copy Arizona’s example so the states 
can take action to defend the best 
interests of their citizens and their 
state. 

Gun Owners of America 
www.gunowners.org 

Feeding the Hand that Bites 
You 

COSTCO wholesale 

warehouse has begun prohibiting 
customers who are licensed to carry 
firearms from entering their stores. 

COSTCO has a right to do 
this; it is their private property. 

Consumers also have a 
right to shop at retailers who do not 
force them to leave their self-protection 
in their cars. 

Ex-COSTCO customers 
should let COSTCO management know 
why they went elsewhere. 

Never feed the hand that 

bites you. 

— JJ, Middlesex County 

House Passes Another 
"Terrorism" Act 

The House of 

Representatives passed a bill that 
reclassifies unlawful animal-rights 
tactics as terrorism under certain 
conditions, even if they are non-violent. 

The Animal Enterprise 
Terrorism Act (AETA) will classify acts 
such as blockades, property 
destruction, trespassing, and the 
freeing of captive animals - as 
terrorism. 

The AETA makes "non¬ 
violent physical obstruction of an 
animal enterprise" an offense if it 
causes a loss of profits. 

- TheNewStandard, Nov. 15 
Ed.: Police state, ho! 


NSA: the Agency that could 
be Big Brother 

By James Bamford 
Deep in a remote hollow near 
Sugar Grove, W.Va., hidden by 


fortress-like mountains, sits the 
country's largest eavesdropping bug. 
Located in a "radio quiet" zone, the 
station's large parabolic dishes sweeps 
in millions of private telephone calls 
and e-mail messages an hour. 

Run by the ultrasecret 
National Security Agency, the listening 
post intercepts all international 
communications entering the eastern 
U.S. Another NSA listening post in 
Yakima Wash, eavesdrops on the 
western half of the country. 

In 2001 Pres. George W. 
Bush secretly ordered the NSA to 
bypass a special court and conduct 
warrantless eavesdropping on 
American citizens. 

According to John E. 
McLaughlin, the then deputy director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency this 
eavesdropping was the most secret 
operation in the entire intelligence 
network, complete with its own code 
word - which itself is secret. 

Created in 1952 to spy on 
foreign adversaries, the NSA was 
never supposed to be turned inward. 
Thirty years ago, Sen. Frank Church 
(D-ID) the then chairman of the select 
committee on intelligence, investigated 
the agency and came away stunned. 

"That capability at any time 
could be turned around on the 
American people," he said in 1975, 
"and no American would have any 
privacy left, such is the capability to 
monitor everything: telephone 

conversations, telegrams, it doesn't 
matter. There would be no place to 
hide." 

He added that if a dictator 
ever took over, the NSA "could enable 
it to impose total tyranny, and there 
would be no way to fight back." 

According to a 2004 interview 
with Gen. Michael V. Hayden, then the 
NSA's director, intercepting calls during 
the war on terrorism has become a 
much more complex endeavor than 
eavesdropping on the Soviet Union, 
because the NSA is trying to find small 
numbers of individuals who operate in 
closed cells, seldom communicate 
electronically (and when they do, use 
untraceable calling cards or disposable 
cellphones) and are constantly 
traveling from country to country. On 
Sept. 10, 2001, for example, the NSA 
intercepted two messages. The first 
warned, "The match begins tomorrow," 
and the second said, "Tomorrow is zero 
hour." But even though they came from 
suspected al Qaeda locations in 
Afghanistan, the messages were never 
translated until after the attack on Sept. 
11, and not distributed until Sept. 12. 




What made the intercepts 
particularly difficult, General Hayden 
said, was that they were not "targeted" 
but intercepted randomly from Afghan 
pay phones. 

Still, the NSA doesn't have to 
go to the courts to use its electronic 
monitoring to snare al Qaeda members 
in Afghanistan. For the agency to 
snoop domestically on American 
citizens suspected of having terrorist 
ties, it must first by law go to the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court, 
or FISA, make a showing of probable 
cause that the target is linked to a 
terrorist group, and obtain a warrant. 

The court rarely turns the 
government down. Since it was 
established in 1978, the court has 
granted about 19,000 warrants; it has 
only rejected five. 

Despite the low odds of 
having a request turned down, 
President Bush established a secret 
program in which the NSA would 
bypass the FISA court and begin 
eavesdropping without warrant on 
Americans. 

This eavesdropping is not the 
Bush administration's only attempt to 
expand the boundaries of what is 
legally permissible. 

In 2002, it was revealed that 
the Pentagon had launched Total 
Information Awareness (TIA), a data 
mining program led by John 
Poindexter, a retired rear admiral 
convicted of selling arms to Iran and 
illegally diverting the proceeds to rebels 
in Nicaragua. 

TIA was intended to search 
through vast data bases, promising to 
"increase the information coverage by 
an order-of-magnitude." According to a 
2002 article in The New York Times, 
the program "would permit intelligence 
analysts and law enforcement officials 
to mount a vast dragnet through 
electronic transaction data ranging from 
credit card information to veterinary 
records, in the U.S. and internationally, 
to hunt for terrorists." After press 
reports, the Pentagon shut it down, and 
Mr. Poindexter eventually left the 
government. 

But according to a 2004 
General Accounting Office report, the 
Bush administration and the Pentagon 
continued to rely heavily on data- 
mining techniques. "Our survey of 128 
federal departments and agencies on 
their use of data mining," the report 
said, "shows that 52 agencies are using 
or are planning to use data mining. 
These departments and agencies 
reported 199 data-mining efforts, of 
which 68 are planned and 131 are 
operational." Of these uses, the report 


continued, "the Department of Defense 
reported the largest number of efforts." 

After he was briefed on 
President Bush's secret operation in 
2003, Senator Jay Rockefeller (D-WV), 
the vice chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence, sent a letter 
to Vice President Dick Cheney 

"As I reflected on the meeting 
today and the future we face," he 
wrote, "John Poindexter's TIA project 
sprung to mind, exacerbating my 
concern regarding the direction the 
administration is moving with regard to 
security, technology, and surveillance." 

Senator Rockefeller sounds a 
lot like Senator Frank Church. 

I don't want to see this country 
ever go across the bridge," Senator 
Church said. "I know the capacity that 
is there to make tyranny total in 
America, and we must see to it that this 
agency and all agencies that possess 
this technology operate within the law 
and under proper supervision, so that 
we never cross over that abyss. That is 
the abyss from which there is no 

return." 

-- James Bamford is the author of 
Puzzle Palace and Body of Secrets: 
Anatomy of the Ultra-Secret National 

Security Agency. 

* * * 

The great German poet, 

Goethe, who also lived through a crisis 

of freedom, said to his generation: 
"’What you have inherited from your 
fathers, earn over again for yourselves 
or it will not be yours." We inherited 
freedom. We seem unaware that 

freedom has to be remade and re¬ 
earned in each generation of man. 

— Adlai Ewing Stevenson 

The Concealed Carry Lie 

By Richard C. Evey 
Libertarian/Patriot 

The right to defend and 

protect myself even to the use of 
deadly force is granted to me by my 
creator and guaranteed by the United 
States Constitution and the Bill of 

Rights. That right extends to the 

carrying of a firearm for the purpose of 
self defense. 

A right cannot be licensed or 
permitted. A license or permit can be 
revoked at any time either at the will of 
the government that granted it, or by a 
higher form of government. 

Concealed carry permit (CCP) 
laws have been passed by over 35 
states nation-wide. Federal legislation 
is pending that would make states 
recognize other state CCP as they do 
their own, just like drivers license, 
marriage licenses, etc. CCP permits 


are nothing more than gun registration. 
If I have a permit granted by a 
government, then that government 
knows that I am carrying a concealed 
weapon and they can check on me, at 
any time. If I have a CCP then the 
government also knows that I own at 
least one weapon. 

The state of North Carolina 
passed a CCP law in the late 1990's, 
stating the county sheriff would be the 
only ones to have any records on who 
had a CCP. Within three years they put 
all CCPs on a state wide data base, 
telling every government law 
enforcement person in the state who is 
carrying and owns at least one 
weapon. 

Now the federal government 
wants to tell all states that they have to 
acknowledge all the other states that 
allow CCP. Once this law is in place, 
the federal government will have a data 
base of all those who have at least one 
weapon. GUN REGISTRATION. 

FACT: if you have a CCP, 
then you own at least one weapon. 
With state CCP reciprocity the federal 
government will not have to go through 
a lot of paper work to start it's 
confiscation of all weapons when the 
mood hits them. 

When states passed the CCP 
laws, it was just a way to keep the 
sheep off guard and a lot of us fell for 
the lies that were told to us by the 
elected freedom takers. The lie was: 
ask for a permit because we want only 
the law bidding and the good people to 
have a permit to carry a weapon. 
(Would a criminal apply for a permit??) 
That was the first lie; telling us to prove 
that we are innocent is in violation of 
the Fourth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution. The next lie: The permit 
will be just paper work and there will be 
no data base kept. The next lie: A 
federal law that will make all states 
recognize other states' CCPs, which 
will lead to a federal database. And the 
rest will be history. 

Some states allow people to 
carry a weapon open but then there is 
a law that say, you can be charged with 
"going in terror of the public", catch 22. 

Then there are the states that 
do not require a permit if you want to 
carry a concealed weapon. Remember: 
"an armed society is a polite society" 
and "a safe society is one where the 
criminal does not know who is armed." 
The criminal/ enemy can be the 
government, federal, state, local, it 
does not matter. 

Until we get legislators that 
will enact laws that would make it a 
right for all decent citizens to be able to 
carry a weapon, without the need of 





paperwork; anyway, anywhere, anyhow 
-- and the right of the use of deadly 
force without the fear of prosecution — 
until that day we will be under control of 
the government and we will be their 
slaves and they will be our masters. 

What can you do? 

* Find out what are all the laws and 
rules are in your state related to CCP 
and weapons ownership. 

* Destroy your CCP, advise your local, 
county, state law enforcement that you 
do not have a CCP. 

* Make sure that your information is off 
any and all state data bases. 

* Work to get people elected that will 
make it legal to carry without a permit. 

* If you must carry, be very careful; with 
the search rules that are in place by the 
courts, you will be taking a chance. 

* Advise others of the CCP lie and what 
is going on in your state. 

We must work together to 
bring back the United States 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. It is 
not just a piece of paper and it is not a 
living document. It is the law of the 
land. 

Remember the Trojan horse, 
the unintended consequences of laws, 
regulations and rules and how, when 
passed they appeared good but later 
they were twisted and the back page 
was learned and the truth came out 
about their real intention, Patriot Act I & 
II, National ID Act, RFID chip Act. 

A lot of laws that have been 
passed within the last ten years looked 
good, sounded good and were meant 
to be good, but what could’a, should'a, 
would'a, wasn't 

Wake up people, the coffee is 
boiling over. 


King George & King George 

By Sherwood Ross 
A lot of what American patriot 
Tom Paine wrote in 1775 about the 
British Crown seems to apply to 
President Bush today. 

For example, Paine believed 
that "any excuse can be made to serve 
the purpose of malignity when it is in 
power." And when ever was there a 


more deceitful example of this than 
Bush's lie that Iraq had weapons of 
mass destruction As historian John 
Keane wrote in his excellent Tom 
Paine: A Political Life, despots — as 
Paine saw them -- plunder "the pockets 
and lives of their subjects, since that is 
the most effective way of raising and 
feeding armies and making their 
subjects afraid, obedient, and willing to 
pay taxes. Wars between despotic 
states thereby tend to increase rulers' 
lust for power over their own 
populations. War, wrote Paine, is 'the 
art of conquering at home' [original 
italics]." 

And so we are, indeed, 
conquered at home. We live under a 
regime that can arrest and imprison 
any of us for as long as it likes, one that 
denies our privacy, scraps our 
international treaties, and shreds our 
Bill of Rights. 

As President Bush confiscates 
our taxes for Iraq, and squanders the 
lives of our troops, let's recall Paine's 
words about the crimes of King George 
III: "Hath your property been destroyed 
before your face? Are your wife and 
children destitute of a bed to lie on, or 
bread to live on? Have you lost a 
parent or a child by their hands, and 
yourself the ruined and wretched 
survivor?" 

These words ring true in 
thousands of American homes, where 
loved ones have been killed or maimed 
in Iraq; where millions of people are 
sliding into poverty as a result of Bush's 
anti-compassionate policies; and where 
40 million people have no health 
coverage. The bell tolls even louder for 
millions of Iraqi families whose nation 
Bush has turned into a veritable 
charnel house. 

And what would Tom Paine 
have made of the wanton cruelty that 
George Washington forbade his 
soldiers to engage in but that can now 
be described as "routine" under 
Commander in Chief George Bush's 
military? 

As for Bush's boasting about 
"freedom," let us recall these words by 
Paine: "When it shall be said in any 
country in the world, 'My poor are 


happy; neither ignorance nor distress is 
to be found among them; my jails are 
empty of prisoners, my streets of 
beggars; the aged are not in want, the 
taxes are not oppressive' - when these 
things can be said then may that 
country boast of its constitution and its 
government." 

With two million men in jail, 
and the poor growing by the millions, 
Bush has precious little to boast about. 
Speaking of jails, when do you suppose 
Bush might pardon the hundreds of 
thousands of Americans imprisoned on 
flimsy marijuana convictions while he, 
who tramples the law of nations, whose 
tongue spills lies, and whose hands 
drip with the blood of hundreds of 
thousands, enjoys the run of the White 
House? 

-- Truthout Perspective, Aug. 26, 2006 

Popular Guns for Women 

Popular gun models for 
women, according to Dave Workman, 
senior editor of Gun Week magazine: 
•Smith and Wesson Ladysmith .38 
caliber revolvers and 9mm 
semiautomatic pistols: “These are 
compact firearms they can comfortably 
carry in their purse.” 

•Springfield Armory and Kimber .45 
caliber semiautomatic pistols: “They’re 
compact. For personal defense 
purposes, a .45 caliber is a real 
stopper.” 

•Ruger SP101 .357 magnum revolver: 
“It’s especially well-made. I have never 
heard of one of them breaking. They 
just shoot and shoot and shoot.” 
•Taurus pistols: “The ladies are going 
to like these pistols because of the 
ease of carry and the weight.” 
-- From "Girls with Guns", The State 
(South Carolina) Nov. 9 
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